JAN D. VANDERSLOOT, M.D.
Diplomate, American Academy of Dermatology
8101 Newman, Suite C
B : . Huntington Beach, CA 92647
Phone (714) 848-0770 Email jonV3iigaclcom Fax (714) 848-6643

May 29, 2003

Mr. Randy Kokal, Chairman, and
Huntington Beach Planning Commission
City of Huntington Beach

2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92647

- c/o shess@surfeity-hb.org” : | -

Dear Chéirméi’n Kokal, and Huntington Beach Planning Cém-miésioners,

At the Planniﬁg Commission meeting on May 27, 2003, Commissioner Dingwall asked
that I refine and reinforce the comments I made to the Planning Commission on that date.

As you may recall, I passed out a four-page handout at the Study Session and I .
incorporated that handout by reference at the Plarining Commission Public Hearing, as

- well as incorporating the commerits made by the Coastal Commission staff in its May 8,
2003 letter to-the Planning Commission. I asked that you consider those comments and
choose to take discretionary action in voting for the Alternative Action of: "B:. "Continue
certification of EIR No. 00-02 and direct staff accordingly™. ' S

I would like to discuss the handout and the Coastal Commission letter more thoroughly.

The first page of the handout was figure 13 of the Poseidon.EIR This figure showed
"Projected Mid-Depth Salinity Over the AES Outfall- "Worst Case” Scenario".

The figure showed how the salinity discharged from the Poseidon operations will cause a
plume emanating from the AES outfall pipe, and how this plume hugs the beach south of
the AES plant, including Station SN. _ - :

Since saliriity is one way to measure the extent of 2 plume from an outfall, my purpose
was to show how constituents emanate from the AES discharge outfall, including, but not
limited to, salinity, including bacteria. The salinity is one marker for the plumé caused by
the AES discharge pipe, but the plume will include other things, including bacteria and
chemicals used by the desalination plant, cleaning solutions, concentrated metals, etc.
Figure 13 shows what the AES plume looks like.

The second page of the handout was "Figure 2: Huntington Beach Aerial Location Map "
This came from the Huntington Beach Closure Investigation, Phase I. It shows the
location of bacterial testing stations 9N, 6N, and 3N, these numbers referring to -
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thousands of feet north from the Santa Ana River. 9N is the~staiioﬁ immediately south of
the AES plant. '

These bacterial testing stations, particularly station 9N, have been the source of
persistently high bacterial readings on the beach, often causing posting of the beach at the
end of Magnolia. The source of these elevated bacterial readings has been mysterious, not
having been solved even after a $5.1 million dollar Huntington Beach Shoreline
Contamination Investigation, Phase IH. ' :

If you then compare the two pages, you will note the apparent coincidence of the .
discharge plume from the AES plant with the bacterial testing stations, especially SN, the
end of Magnolia, where the worst beach bacteria problems occur.

This would indicate to me, and I hope to you, that discharge from the AES plant may be
contributing to the beach bacteria problems. - ‘

The possible role of the AES plant in causing beach bacteria problems is corroborated by
additional comments by scientists, including the Peer Review Panel Summary Report for..
the Huntington Beach Shoreline Contamination Investigation, Phase TII, prepared by the
University of Southern California Sea Grant Program and the University of California,
Santa Barbara, Marine Science Institute. ’

The third page of the handout is the face page of this Peer Review Panel Summary
Report, and the fourth page of the handout is page 6 of the report. I put a star next to
Paragraph 4, and underlined the phrase "AES Power Plant plume". My purpose in doing
this is to show the concern that these scientists have in studying the role of the AES
power plant discharge plume, as well as other sources, in determining the proportion of
beach contamination due to the OCSD effluent.

In addition, I will fax the entire Executive Summary of this report on Friday, May 30,
2003, to be included in the EIR. This summary is important, as it outlines further studies
which should be done to define the important issue of bacterial contamination causing
beach closures, as well as stating that one of the original objectives ‘was to: "1)
characterize the physical oceanographic processes involved in possible cross-shelf
transport of the wastewater plume in the vicinity of the AES thermal discharge outfall”

(see page 1 of this report).

In addition, UCI scientist Stanley Grant, in his presentation to the OCSD Technical
Advisory Committee meeting of April 3, 2003, stated that the bacterial problems at 9N -
were different from those at Station 0, the Santa Ana River, and 3N, the Talbert Marsh,
showing a different Total Coliform/Fecal Coliform ratio. He also stated that there appears
to be an as-yet unidentified offshore cause of the bacterial problems at ON.
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Therefore, could the plume caused by the AES plant discharge pipe be a factor in the
bacterial problems at 9N? If so, could an additional influence of the Poseidon operations
affect the AES plume and thus impact the bacterial problems at 9N?

The answer should be discovered before the EIR for Poseidon is approved as complete.

We know that Poseidon will influence the salinity and temperature of the AES discharge

_ plume. What about bacteria generated by the AES operations, including decomposition of
marine life entrained and impinged by the once through cooling system and killed by the
30 degree temperature change within the pipes? Larvae, planktor, and small fish trapped

. and killed within the pipe may cause a level of bacteria.

What are the bacterial levels within the AES pipeline?
What are the bacterial levels at the discharge pipe?

Any bacteria levels over the ambient ocean conditions (<10 MPN/100 cc) that are found
within the cooling system pipe or at the discharge outfall may come to the beach only
1500 feet away, as shown by the shape of the AES discharge plume, ocean currents, and

wind.-driving the bacteria to the beach.

Even low levels of bacteria can be _reconceﬁtraied at the surfzone or at the beach, or be '
adsorbed to sediment particles, as suggested by Phase III Peer Review Panel, pages 4 and
5. . ' ‘ . ’

Without knowing baseline conditions of the AES discharge plume with regard to _
pollution at station SN, it would be impossible to know how Poseidon operations may
affect these impacts, or what mitigation measures should be required.

That is one reason why I suggest you require additional environmental documentation
such as a Subsequent EIR or Supplemerital EIR. This Supplemental EIR should examine
. the AES power plant operations as a baseline, since an EIR has never been completed for

the AES plant.

Once the AES baseline conditions are known, including actual, existing conditions, rather
than permitted conditions, then the Poseidon effects on the AES plant can be determined,"
and mitigation requirements imposed. ‘

For example, one-of the baseline conditions not currently known, is the HBGS
entrainment and impingement study currently being done, but not yet finished, and
therefore the results are unknown. This study is investigating the marine life, including
larvae and plankton present in the vicinity of the intake and outfall pipes.
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The Poseidon operations may 1mpact the entrainment and impingement of these
organisms if AES power plant operations are curtailed or suspended for maintenance or

other reasons.

What responsibility should Poseidon have for effects on this marine life if the AES power
plant goes offline for whatever reason?

What mitigations should be the responsibility of Poseidon?

With regard to mitigations that are required, what will happen if Poseidon sells its
operations to an international or multinational company subject to international trade
Jaws as mentioned in the May 8, 2003 Coastal Commission letter?

Will any Jocal mitigations remain in effect? Now is the time to lock in the mitigations.
Will there be any element of public oversight of this private company?

Is it proper for a private company to utilize a public resource such as ocean water for
private gain without public oversight? ' '

Has the EIR considered and analyzed alternative locations for the Poseidon Operations -
such-as Plant 2 at the Orange County Sanitation District?

Has the EIR considered mitigations such as requiring the RO reject brine to be routed
through the OCSD sewage. treatment system, thus avoiding adverse ocean water quality
impacts from its direct discharge to the ocean? ' ' ‘

Has the EIR considered the human impacts fom increased salinity in the area proximate
to the discharge pipe, including station 9N. Will the increased salinity cause mucous

membrane irritation, such as eye irritation to surfers and swimmers in the vicinity of the -

" increased salinity?

For all these reasons, and the reasons brought up by the Coastal Commission staff, T
respectfully request the Planning Commission either request further environmental
~ documentation or reject the draft EIR outright.

Since this_is the first and largest of the coastal desalination plants to be considered along
the California coast in the past 10 years, it is important to’ get it right the first time. 1
personally do not see the need to rush this project through without waiting for the studies
1o be done and to analyze the results.
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And lastly, what good is this.project doing for the citizens of Huntington Beach? I have .
yet to see a good reason for how this project will benefit the people of Huntington Beach. Z
The vast majority of the speakers from the community seem to be opposed to this project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely, -

| D, Vandenstost, D

Jan D. Vandersloot, MD
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JAN D. VANDERSLOOT, MD

Certified, American Board of Dermatology
8101 Newman Ave, Suite C . Phone: (714) 848-0770
Huntington Beach, CA 92647 FAX: (714) 848-6643

July 22, 2003

Randy, Kokal, Chairman, And Planning Commissioners
Huntington Beach Planning Commission

City of Huntington Beach

2000 Mam Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92647

Re: Poseidon EIR
Request analysis public versus private ownership of public water

Dear Chairman Kokal, and Huntington Beach Planning Commissioners:

Regarding the Poseidon EIR, T wonld like to z;equeét that further aﬁélysis be done concerning the
implications of private versus public ownership and dealership of ocean water, and oversight and
responsibilities ‘concerning the public trust of a resource owned by the public, that is, our ocean
water. :

My concerns are as follows:

- 1. Public service sector responsibilities, such as community water systerns and services , should
' -not be turned over to for-profit corporations as a matter of sound public policy and for some very
practical reasoms. - _ ‘

2. Water and access to clea.ﬁ water to meet human needs must be treated as a right and should -
NOT be treated as a commodity that can be traded for profit.

3. Corporations exist to maximize profits for their shareholders and not to do what is in the best
interest of the community or the environment. This is simple fact because that is the nature of
legal entities known as corporations. The responsibility of the directors and officers of the
corporation is to maximize return on investment. That is their mission and affects the way
busimess-1s conducted, expenditure decisions are made, and how they address, in the water service
area, doing what 1s or is not in the best interest of the consumer, the community and the
environment. - ‘ "

. 4. If corporations are allowed to own and operate and profit from water services they will
invanably bring pressure to bear to expand service area, rates and consumption to the detriment
of sound environmental stewardship. Examples include the lack of incentives to promote water
conservation, enhance water quality, minimize growth-inducing effects, and to maximize
protection of public safety. Environmental protections and other safeguards will most likely be
limited to the minimum that government regulations require.or what marketing and tax write
downs offer as benefits. ~

_ 5. Water 15 a public trust resource, especially ocean waters, and should not be exproprated by
private business for profit. :

—
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JAN D. VANDERSLOOT, MD
Certified, American Board of Dermatology

8101 Newman Ave, Suite C
Huntington Beach, CA 92647

Phone: (714) 848-0770
FAX: (714) 848-6643

6. Public water systems are possible targets of terrorism and it is necessary and appropriate to
expect the owner-operator to take the initiative to ensure public safety by guarding against attack
or contamination. Public agencies do so as a matter of responsibility and duty notwithstanding the
costs involved. Private corporations are not driven by similar considerations. It is unreasonable
and naive to expect private entities that are in the business of providing public water services for

profit to do anything above and beyond the minimum necessary to protect the systems. Doing

otherwise would reduce profits.

7. The consumer is not protected against unreasonable rate increases if 1t were solely up to
corporations. Experience shows that where corporations operate water systems for public use they
invariably push for higher rates. ' : C :

8. It is not clear whether water services will be encompassed in new international trade
agreements currently being negotiated. If such services are included, state and local regulations
would be subject to challenge and could be trumped by such trade agreements. Complaints filed
by multinational corporations challenging state and local regulations intended to protect public
safety, health and welfare, including environmental protections (e.g., water conservation
measures, limits to service area to guard against adverse environmental impacts stemming from
the growth-inducing effects of the system) would be resolved through secret trade dispute
resolution tribunals established by the WTO or other international trade organization. Public
water agencies would NOT be subject to international trade agreements while the imvestment and
operational activities of multi-national corporations to maximize return on investment would be.
_ Experience around the world shows a growing number of examples where multi-national
corporations that were given approvals to operate water services for public consumption are
taking the country in which their investment is made before international trade tribunals to seek
compensation for lost profits as a result of some state or local government action protective of

- local community values.

Why would a public governing body, like a city or county or even a state, knowingly put its
residents in harm's way even where such harm is merely potential at this time? Longer range
thinking is essential and the question must be asked whether privatization of public water services
is in the long-term best interest of the public. :

Why should investment ventures for private profit benefit at public expense? Are we as a society
so poor or so desperate that we need to turn over the keys of control over what the United Nations
has recognized as a fundamental human right, access to drinking water, to amoral, self-serving
corporations that do not and cannot place community best interests above those of the bottom
Iine? : ' '

Please address these comments m the revised EIR and in your deliberations concerning the
wisdom of granting the permits to the Poseidon desalination firm.

Thank you.
Sincerely.

IJangD. Vandersloot, MD
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Tampabay: Desal builder files for bankruptcy Page1of3

51‘ ?e’tftshm'g ' :%unes ONLINE 1AMPA BAY
{ C lu:k H(t?’&

Covanta Tampa Construction becomes the third contractor to do so. Tampa Bay
Water views the move as a way to prevent being fired from the $110-million jeb.

By CRAIG PITTMAN, Times Staff Writer
Published October 30, 2003

The builder of the area's huge desahnatn on plant filed for bankruptcy Wednesday, preventing Tampa
Bay Water from ﬁnnc the company and hiring someone else to finish the $1 10-m11110n JOb

Construction of the. qullo Beach plant was completed last spring, but sporad1c water production has
required further work.

Tampa Bay Water is counting on the plant to produceh a sixth of the utility's needs - or, about 25-million ad '

gallons out of 150-million gallons a day.
But for the past five days the plant has not cranked out a single drop, utility officials say. :

This marks the third bankruptcy associated with the construction of the desal plant, which ultimately is
expected to be the largest in the United States. Two previous contractors, including the parent comparny
of the one that filed Wednesday, also declared bankruptcy.

Covanta Tampa Construction filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy in New York Clty even as company
officials were negotiating with Tampa Bay Water officials to avoid being fired in two weeks. '

"To us this amounts to a betrayal of the public trust," said Tampa Bay Water general counsel Don Conn.

Thaf s not the way Covanta officials see it. They say by filing for bankruptcy, they have guaranteéd that
they will finish the plant with no increase in cost, rather than some other contractor stepping in and
doing the job for more money. .

Covanta has two dozen employees‘ working on the plant every day, trying to get it running, and this way
they aren't distracted by the prospect of losing their jobs, said Covanta vice president Scott Whitney.

"We're the only ones doing anything productive," Whitney said. "Tampa Bay Water seems to be focused
on public relations and finding a way to terminate our contract."

Begun two years ago, the plant is supposed to take 40-million gallons of seawater each day from Tampa
Electric Co.'s Big Bend power plant next door and force it through 10,000 tightly woven membranes to
prddgce 25-million gallons Qf potable water and 15-million gallons of brine. N

http:/fwww .sptimes.com/2003/10/30/news_pf/Tampabay/Desal_builder_files_f.shtml 11/12/2003
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The water goes to Tampa Bay Water's 2 _million customers, while the brine is mixed with the electnic A

company's regular discharge into Tampa Bay.

The plant's original contractor, Stone & Webster, went bankrupt in 2000. A yeér later its replacement,
Covanta Energy, filed for Chapter 11 too. Tampa Bay Water stuck with the company, which the utility's
general manager, Jerry Maxwell, defended as the only way to keep construction moving forward.

- At Tampa Bay Water's insistence, Covanta created a subsidiary that would continue building the plant.
That subsidiary, Covanta Tampa Construction, has-one asset: the contract to build the desal plant.

"If has no other existence on Earth," Maxwell said earlier this week. "If they bankrupt it, they will
prevent us from going in and effecting a repair.” ‘

Although construction is done, the key to completing the plantis a 14-day test to show that everything is
running smoothly. - ' .

Covanta ran the test in May but failed to satisfy Tampa Bay Water, which was concerned about
problems that could drive the operating cost above the budgeted $10-million a year.

Tt noted 17 problems, not the least of which was the filters clogging more frequently than expected,
which required cleaning more often and with a stronger solution.

Covanta officials have blamed the clogging on Asian green mussels that stick to the intake grates:

The need to change and increase the cleaning solution for the membranes caused a bigger problem.
Hillsborough County balked at allowing large quantities of the cleaning solution to be disposed of 1n its
sewer system, so Covanta was forced to store 2-million gallons in tankers parked around the site - 2
glitch Covanta blamed on Tampa Bay Water.

In June, the utility gave Covanta until Sept. 30 to succéssfuﬂy complete the 14-day test. When Covanta
Failed to meet that deadline, Tampa Bay Water's board voted to find the company in default of its

contract.

A default meant the company would face $465,000 in fines, as well as a requirement that it hand over
306-million gallons of free water. But it would still have until Nov. 17 to fix the problems.

If Covanta still had not completed the test successfully by Nov. 17, though, the board said it would fire
Covanta and use 2 $23-million performance bond - guaranteeing the completion of the plant - to hire a
replacement to finish the work.

‘ Conn, generzl counsel for Tampa Bay Water, said that during negotiations on Tuesday Covanta officialg
said they could not start the two-week test on Nov. 3, the last possible date on which to start and stll

finish the test by Nov. 17.

Conn said the bankruptcy filing appeared to be a defensive action "to protect them from inevitable
termination.”

Because the company's sole asset is its Tampa Bay Water contract, any attempt to fire Covanta requires

approval of the bankruptcy court judge, Conn said. , . Q/ d

IRAARITAP Al avre ~FlTamnahavr/MDecal hnlder ﬁies f shtml 11/12/2.,003'

ad|



lampabay: Desal DUllQer I11€5 IOF DAnKIupLey Lagv o vl o

&

* The same goes for the $23-million performance bond: Tampa Bay Water cannot claim that money N
. without getting a judge's approval. ‘ '

The company filed for bankruptcy in New York because that's where its parent company filed too,
Whitney said. ‘

_ The: New York City bankruptcy court "is a very popular destination for bankruptcy filings," Whitney
said, so getting a hearing could take a while. d
1 a

Since all the company's assets arein Florida, though, Tampa Bay Water may file an emerg'ency motion
to move the case here, as well as challenging whether the company can really call itself bankrupt at this

point, Conn said.

- Times staff writer John Hill and researcher Caryn Baird contributed to this report.

© Copvright 2003 St. Petersburg Times. All rights reserved

http://www.sptimes.com/2003/10/30/news_pf/Tampab ay/Desal_builder files f.shtml 11/12/2003



SUGGESTED FINDINGS FOR DENIAL, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 02-04/
- COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO.02-05

GGESTED FINDINGS FOR DENIAL -CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 02-04:

~onditional Use Permit No.02-04 for the establishment, maintenance and operation of a seawater desalination plant producing
million gallons per day (MGD) and up to four miles of water transmission lines will be detrimental to the general welfare of
sons working or residing in the vicinity or detrimental to the value of the property and improvements in the area because:

“he proposed desalination plant will take 100 MGD of raw seawater from the Pacific Ocean through the éxisting AES
erating station intake line and discharge 50 MGD of brine thereby increasing the ocean water salinity which will have a
ative effect on local beaches. ' -

“he proposed desalination plant will utilize the existing AES intake and outfall, which are outdated.

“he conditional use permit will be incompatible with surrounding uses because the*proposéd project is an industrial use within
se proximity to sensitive residential uses. It will also discharge brine into the ocean in close proximity to a wetlands area.

GGESTED FINDINGS FOR DENIAL'-COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO.02-05:

“oastal Development Permit No.02-05 for the development of the desalination 'pl'ant and approximately one mile of water
Lsmission lines within the Coastal Zone, does not conform to the goals and policies of the General Plan, including the Local
istal Program and Coastal Element as follows: -

>6.1.1 -Require that new development include mitigation measures to enhance water quality, if feasible; and, at minimum,
vent degradation of water quality of groundwater basins, wetlands, and surface water . : ' ‘

s proposed desalination plant further degrades the ocean water quality and may have an impact on the adjoining wetlands.

* 6.1.2- Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored.

» proposed desalination plant further degrades marine resources. : __J
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FINAL DRAFT

three cold-water events occurred at the intake mooring (water temperature less than 13.5°C),
indicative of sub-thermocline water. Corresponding temperatures in the intake vault were
lowered, suggesting partial entrainment of sub-thermocline water by the AES HBGS. As part of
this investigation, ammonia sensors were to be deployed on moorings and in the intake vault,
however technical limitations of the equipment prevented the successful deployment of the
ammonia sensors, consequently ammonia samples were collected from four locations within the
AES HBGS facility (discharge vault at zero-feet, ten-feet, and 30-feet depths, and the intake
vault)

Based on the results collected in this study the following conclusions have been made:

. Sub-thermoclme water is occasionally entrained into the AES HBGS intake. During this
study there were no specific indications that the intake water contained part of the OCSD
plume.’ However one event in August and three brief events in September demonstrated
(brief) entrainment of sub-thermocline water into the intake vault. The mechanism required

Because of the microbial and oceanographic results presented in this study further mvestlgatlon:
of the role of the AES HBGS. facility in surf zone water quality of Huntmgton State'and City:

Beaches is not recommended at this time.

As a ge-:neral principle, discharges of fresh-water through the AES HBGS discharge vault and

outfall should be minimized. Any revisions to the discharge limits for the AES HBGS should be

- determined as a result of a complete review of all available studies including this report during

the NPDES permit renewal process (2004-2005). Additional recommendations include diverting
the storm drains to an adjacent sanitary sewer line, and treating runoff within the AES HBGS to
remove contaminants (including heavy metals and bacteria). A
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Seawater Desalination Project at Huntington Beach RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Recirculated Environmental Impact Report 2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response No. 48

Jan D. Vandersloot

48a.

48b.

48c.

The commenter encloses comment letter dated November 16, 2003 with
attachments. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, those who
desired to comment on the DREIR were directed to submit new comments.
Accordingly, comments received during the earlier circulation period do not
require any response. “The lead agency need only respond to those comments
submitted in response to the recirculated revised EIR.”

Although responses to the prior comment letters were previously made and are
not required for the DREIR, each of the prior comments has again been
responded to here. Refer to Responses 48i through 48af, below

It is important to note that the AES Huntington Beach Generating Station Surf
Zone Water Quality Study (Final Draft), 2003 prepared by Komex H,0 Science,
Inc. was incorporated by reference into the DREIR. The commentator makes
specific comments with regards to pages 2-9, 4-19, 4-20, 5.10-2, 5.10-5, and
5.10-27. The commentator is correct in stating that the Komex study states:
"Land-based sources of bacteria (particularly BD and BFW) do enter the
discharge vault and are discharged to the ocean, but not at concentrations high
enough to contribute significantly to bacterial contamination of the surf zone of
Huntington State Beach....” However, it would be misleading to state that bacteria
from HBGS reaches the surf zone and contributes to the beach contamination
problem as suggested by the commentator. As pointed out by the Komex study
and shown in Figure 4-3 of the DREIR, the primary source of bacteria that comes
out of HBGS' discharge is not from the generating station but rather from off-site
urban runoff.

Two scenarios are proposed for the washwater disposal process, as a result of
cleaning the RO membranes. The “first flush” cleaning solution discharge would
either be neutralized and conveyed to the OCSD wastewater treatment facility for
disposal or neutralized, blended with the desalination concentrate and
discharged through the HBGS outfall. Subsequent rinses under either scenario
would be neutralized and blended with desalination concentrate for discharge
through the HBGS outfall. In addition, refer to Response to 17k, above.

Note that the membrane cleaning process would utilize chemicals such as citric
acid, hydrochloric acid, low-concentration caustic soda, and mild detergents (all
of which are similar to household cleaning products). Any bacteria that survive
the RO filtration process would be killed during membrane cleaning activities,
and would not lead to bacterial contamination of the ocean.

The DREIR acknowledges that, under extreme conditions, there is a possibility
that the OCSD wastewater discharge could reach the HBGS intake. However,
even under such an extreme scenario, the OCSD discharge would be diluted 30
million to one and would not be a significant source of contamination at the
HBGS intake. Any bacteria associated with the OCSD discharge would be
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removed through the RO filtration process. In addition, refer to Response 21f,
above.

48d. Regardless of whether the OCSD discharge is the cause for bacterial
contamination problems at Huntington Beach, the proposed project has the
ability to filter bacteria and produce potable water meeting all regulatory drinking
water standards.

48e. Comment noted. The intent of the DREIR was not to determine the cause of
high bacterial levels near the shore of Huntington Beach, but evaluate potential
contamination sources to the source water for the desalination facility. Refer to
Responses 48c and 48d, above.

48f. The number of reverse osmosis membranes per RO train are 1,328. The total
number of installed RO membranes is 13 RO trains x 1,328 = 17,264.

48g. The proposed project would not alter HBGS operations, including nighttime
operations. Refer to Response 1g, above.

48h. This paragraph provides a conclusion to the comment letter and does not require
a response.

48i. This text provides an introduction to the comment letter and does not require a
response.

48j. Refer to Response 48a, above.

48k. Refer to Response 48c, above.

48l.  Refer to Responses 2aq, 33f and 48c, above.

48m. This text provides a conclusion to the comment letter and does not require a
response.

48n. The numerous issues raised regarding bacteria levels off-shore of Huntington
Beach are noted. However, it is important to restate that the intent of the DREIR
was not to determine the cause of high bacterial levels near the shore of
Huntington Beach, but evaluate potential contamination sources to the source
water for the desalination facility. Refer to Responses 48c and 48d, above.

480. The Executive Summary for the Review Panel Comments on the Huntington
Beach Phase lll Final Draft Report is noted. No response is necessary.

48p. See DREIR page 4-19 and refer to Response 48n, above.

48q. Referto Response 1g, above.

48r. Refer to Response 1g, above.
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48s.

Mitigation measures that the project applicant would be responsible for
implementing are stated within the DREIR. Additional mitigation requirements
may apply at the discretion of regulatory agencies during the permit acquisition
process.

48t.  The proposed project would be subject to the same requirements and regulations
that a similar publicly-owned facility would be subject to, regardless of
international or multinational ownership. In addition, refer to Response 2aq,
above.

48u. Refer to Response 48s, above.

48v. Refer to Response 48s, above.

48w. Alternative locations are analyzed within the DREIR within Section 7.0,
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT. The OCSD facility is not
analyzed, since adequate land is not available (refer to page 7-6 of the DREIR).

48x. As noted on Page 7-21 of Section 7.0 of the DREIR, the OCSD discharge
alternative was rejected by the OCSD staff because of capacity constraints at the
OCSD facility.

48y. Salinity impacts are analyzed within Section 5.10 of the DREIR, OCEAN WATER
QUALITY AND MARINE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Under a “low flow”
scenario, mid-depth salinity would drop to 10 percent above background salinity
within 1,200 feet of the HBGS outfall. Under an “average flow” scenario, mid-
depth salinity would drop to 10 percent above background at only 430 feet. Such
an increase is not expected to affect recreational users.

48z. This text provides a conclusion to the comment letter and does not require a
response.

48aa. The graphics attached to the commentator’s letter have been noted.

48ab. This paragraph provides an introduction to the comment letter and does not
require a response.

48ac. Refer to Responses 2aq and 20s, above.

48ad. The commentator’s attachment to the comment letter is noted. Refer to
Response 17d, above.

48ae. The information provided in this comment is not relevant to the DREIR, and does
not require a response.

48af. The commentator’s attachment is noted. No response is necessary.
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Response No. 49
Todd Van Etten

49a. Refer to Response 17d, above. The author's comment regarding impacts to
tourism does not contain a specific comment relevant to the DREIR, and cannot
be responded to.

49b. Refer to Response 1g, above.

49c. Refer to Responses 2ar and 2as, above. In regards to pipeline construction
impacts, implementation of product water pipeline would require approval prior to
construction. The construction process would be subject to such measures as
the exclusion of construction during rush hour periods, preparation of a Traffic
Management Plan, and roadway re-striping, among others. The project applicant
would consult with the City during final design to ensure that adverse impacts are
minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Additional mitigation measures to
minimize impacts to sensitive receptors are included in Section 5.9,
CONSTRUCTION RELATED IMPACTS of the DREIR.

49d. Refer to Response 24a, above.

City of Huntington Beach August 17, 2005
335



COMMENT 50

Page 1 of 1

From: Kris Westwell [krisw@truwest.com]

Sent:  Wednesday, May 25, 2005 5:42 PM

To: rramos@surfcity-hb.org

Cc: ffiynn@surfcity-hb.org; lehring@surfcity-hb.org
Subject: Desal EIR Comments : , * -

| feel the Poseidon Desalination project EIR fully identifies all of the impacts of the project and
find it to be adequate and complete and encourage you to support staffs recommendation to d
accept the recirculated EIR as adequate and complete.

[ urge you to vote yes and approve the Poseidon Desal EIR. ]

Thank you.

Kris Westwell

17171 Englewood Cr.
_HBCA 92647

krisw@truwest.com

714.842.4075
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Response No. 50
Kris Westwell

50a. The author expresses support for the proposed project. No response is
necessary.
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COMMENT 51

Page 1 of 2

From:
Sent:
To:

Ce:
Subject:

Support for approval of EIR 00-02 Saltwater Desalination Facility.

| have read and understand the recirculated EIR 00-02 for the saltwater desalination project
and find the document to be both adequate and complete.

While it is acknowledged that any project will have some impact on our community, the
negative impacts identified in the EIR are negligible. The benefits our city and its residents will
receive will greatly exceed the insignificant impacts identified.

This is a positive project for HB because it will:

e Not

cost to taxpayers and no financial risk for the city.

s Clean up and improve the vexisﬁng site.

« Provide street improvements to Newland St.

o Enhance public safety. The HB Water Master Plan identifies our water storage capacity
as inadequate. This project will create an additional 10 million gallon water storage tank
valued at $14 million at no cost to taxpayers and will provide emergency water to S.E.

HB.

» Foster increasing prospeﬁty by directly and indirectly creating new employment
opportunities in HB.

o Will

desperately need to maintain services. N2

Norm Firecracker Westwell [normw@modernpublic.com]
Wednesday, May 25, 2005 1:35 PM
rramos@suricity-hb.org

flynn@surfcity-hb.org; lehring@surfcity-hb.org
Poseidon Desal EIR 00-02 Comments

—
—

cost taxpayers or the city one penhy. The project is privately funded. There is no

create a new city government revenue stream of $1.8 million annually which we




Page 2 0f 2

« Save residents money. The copper pipes used throughout HB will last longer due to the’}
less aggressive water produced by the desal plant. All HB residents will directly benefit
from reduced plumbing maintenance expenditures resulting from deteriorating copper

pipes.
. |b

« Government studies confirm that conservation alone will not be adequate to provide for
our future water requirements here in our desert community of HB. In addition,
conservation reduces water and sewer tax revenues the city receives. Utilizing our local
natural resource to enhance the lives of our citizens is responsible, practical and
economical and will benefit our residents. _

In summary, | fully support the HB staff recommendation to accept the recirculated EIR| _
as adequate and complete and strongly urge the approval of this EIR to move the c
project forward so our citizens will soon enjoy the benefits of utilizing the one natural

resource available to us, the ocean. ' N

.Norm "Firecracker" Westwell -
17171 Englewood Cr.

HBCA 92647
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